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WHITFIELD Á. RUSSELL

Whitfield A. Russell is an electrcal engineer, attorney and President of Whtfield

A. Russell and Associates, P.c., a corporate Parter of Whtfield Russell Associates. He

holds a Bachelor of Science degree in Electrcal Engineering from the University of Maine

at Orono, a Master of Science in Electrcal Engineerig from the University of Marland,

and a Juris Doctor degree from Georgetown University Law Center.

Mr. Russell is experienced in electrc utility system planng (transmission and

generation), ratemakg and bulk power contracts. He has been qualified as an expert

witness in 27 states (as well as in the Provinces of Ontario, Alberta and Mantoba and the

Distrct of Columbia) and has been accepted as an expert in approximately 150 proceedings

before state and federal cours, arbitration panels, public service commssions, the Federal

Energy Regulatory Commssion and numerous other admistrative agencies. Mr.

Russell's clients have included public power utilities, state and federal power marketing

agencies, investor- owned utilities, independent power producers, and state regulatory

bodies and their staffs. He has written and spoken extensively on matters relating to

regulated electrc utilities.

Mr. Russell founded Whitfield Russell Associates in 1976.1 Prior to that, from

1972 to 1976, he served as Engineer and eventually Chief Engineer for the Securties and

Exchange Commssion's Division of Corporate Regulation. That Division, in

administering the Public Utility Holdig Company Act of 1935, regulated registered pubic

utility holding company systems representing approximately 20% of the gas and electrc

industres in the United States.

From 1971 to 1972, Mr. Russell was on the staff of the Federal Power Commission.

He served as a consultant to staff attorneys in proceedings, and as an expert witness in an

administrative proceeding before the Atomic Energy Commssion.

From 1969 to 1971, Mr. Russell served as an Associate Engineer in the System Planng

Division of the Potomac Electrc Power Company. At PEPCO, he conducted system

studies ofload flows and stability. He was also a member of numerous study groups

concerned with planng and operation of the Pennsylvania-New Jersey-Marland

Interconnection.
i Whitfield Russell Associates is located at 4232 King Street Alexandra, VA 22302. (703) 894-2200



PROCEEDINGS IN WHICH
WHITFIELD A. RUSSELL

HAS TESTIFIED

1. Anaheim v. Kleppe, U.S. Distrct Cour, Arzona (Civil No. 74-542 PHX-WEC),

concerng the availability of transmission capacity in the Pacific Southwest.

2. In re: Potomac Electrc Power Company, before the Maryland Public Service

Commssion, Case No. 7004, concerng the need for proposed 500 kV
transmission lines in the Washington, D.C. area.

3. In re: Baltimore Gas and Electrc Company, and Potomac Electrc Power
Company, before the Maryland Public Service Commssion, Case No. 6984,
involving the same transmission lines mentioned in the preceding case.

4. Perr v. The City of Monroe, Louisiana (State of Louisiana, Parsh of Ouachita,
Fourt Distrct Cour; Nos. 111145, 111146, 111147) regarding the necessity of

Monroe's disposing of its municipal utility system; Filed August 16,1977.

5. In re: Potomac Electrc Power Company, before the Distrct of Columbia Public

Service Commission, in Case No. 685, concernng the system planning of the
Potomac Electrc Power Company and the PlM PooL.

6. In re: Generic Hearngs on Rate Strctue, before the Colorado Public Utilities

Commission, Case No. 5693, regarding the engineering aspects of marginal cost
pricing and power pooling in Colorado; Filed October 1980.

7. In re: Pacific Gas and Electrc Company, FERC Docket No. ER76-532, regarding

the proper level of rates to be charged by PG&E to the Central Valley Project for
transmission service; Filed April 1978, revised January 1979.

8. In re: Pacific Power and Light Company, FERC Docket No. E-7796, regarding the

Seven Par Agreement and related matters; Filed May 1978.

9. In re: Pacific Gas and Electrc Company, FERC Docket No. E-7777 (II),

concerng the provisions of numerous bulk power arrangements governg electrc
utilities in Californa; Filed October 1978.

10. In re: Potomac Edison Company, before the Maryland Public Service Commssion,

Case No. 7055, concerning the need for a 230 kV transmission line in Montgomery
County, Maryland.

1 1. In re: Delmarva Power and Light Company, before the Marland Public Service

Commission, Case Nos. 7239F, 7239G, 7239H, 72391, 7239J, 7239K, 7239L,
7239M and 7239N concerng fuel rate adjustments; Filed June 17, 1980, March
17, 1981, August 19, 1981 and November 20, 1981.



12. In re: Baltimore Gas and Electric Company, before the Maryland Public Service

Commssion, Case Nos. 7238G, 7238H, 72381, 7238J, 7238L and combined
dockets 7238P, Q, Rand S, concerng fuel rates; Filed June 20, 1980, November
2,1980, April 14, 1981, July 17,1981 and September 14,1981.

13. In re: Potomac Electrc Power Company, before the Marland Public Service

Commssion, Case Nos. 7240A, 7240B, 7240C, 7240D, 7240E, 7240F and 7240G,
concerng fuel rate adjustments; Filed October 1980.

14. In re: Florida Power & Light Company, FERC Docket No. E-9574, concerng

system planng for the City of Vero Beach, Florida. FP &L withdrew its

application to acquire the Vero Beach system.

15. In re: Oklahoma Gas and Electrc Company, FERC Docket No. ER77-465,
concerng rates for energy bankg and transmission services rendered to the
Western Farers Electrc Cooperative; Filed October 20, 1978.

16. In re: Idaho Power Company, before the Idaho Public Utility Commssion, Case

No. U-I006-158, concerng the value of interrptible industral loads and Idaho
Power Companies entitlement to Federal secondary energy; Filed March 1980.

17. In re: Potomac Electrc Power Company, before the Distrct of Columbia Public

Service Commission, Case No. 737, concerning the Company's construction
program; Filed October 27, 1980.

18. In re: Virginia Electrc and Power Company, before the Virgina State Corporation

Commission, Case No. PUE 800006, concerng constrction of transmission lines
in the Charlottesvile, Virginia area; Filed 1982.

19. In re: Pacific Gas and Electrc Company, FERC Project Nos. 2735 and 1988,

concerng the Helms Project, a pumped storage generating unt; Filed August 24,
1979.

20. Southeastern Power Adminstration v. Kentucky Utilities Company, FERC Docket

No. EL 80-7, concerng SEPA's attempt to obtain a FERC wheeling order under
the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978; Filed October 6, 1980.

21. In re: Sierra Pacific Power Company, before the Public Service Commission of

Nevada, Docket No. 81-105, concerng constrction and transmission plang;

Filed June 29, 1981.

22. In re: Virginia Electrc and Power Company, before the Nort Carolina Utilities

Commission, Docket No. E-22, Sub 257, concerng production cost simulation and
normalized fuel adjustment clause formula; Filed June 9, 1981.

23. In re: the Investigation of the Capital Expansion For Electrc Generation, before the
New Mexico Public Service Commssion, Case No. 1577, concerng constrction



programs of the Public Service Company of New Mexico and El Paso Electric
Company; Filed July 2, 1981.

24. In re: Potomac Edison Company, before the Maryland Public Service Commission,

Case Nos. 7241A, 7241B, 7241C and 7241D, concerng fuel rate adjustments and
productivity of generating unts; Filed March 13, 1981.

25. In re: Potomac Edison Company, before the Maryland Public Service Commission,

Case No. 7528, concernng the method of calculating Potomac Edison's fuel rate.

26. In re: Delmarva Power & Light Company, before the Marland Public Service

Commssion, Docket No. 7570, concernng transmission loss allocation
methodology; Filed October 30, 1981.

27. In re: Nebraska Public Power Distrct, before the South Dakota Public Utilities

Commission, Docket No. F-3371, concerng proposed constrction and operation
of the 500 kV MANDAN Transmission Facility; Filed September 29, 1981.

28. In re: Sierra Pacific Power Company, before the Public Service Commission of

Nevada, Docket No. 81-660, concerng constrction and transmission plang;

Filed Januar 4, 1981.

29. In re: Kentucky Utilities Company, FERC Docket Nos. ER-81-341-000 and

ER81-267-000, concerng construction plang and the market for short term
power; Filed Februar 26, 1982 and May 7, 1982.

30. In re: Kentucky Power Company et al., before the Kentucky Public Service
Commission, Case No. 8566, concernng cogeneration and avoided costs; Filed
September 16, 1982.

31. In re: Appalachian Power Company, before the West Virgina Public Service

Commission, Case No. 82-162-42T, concerng the wholesale market and
short-term power sales; Filed October 19, 1982. .

32. In re: Central Maine Power Company, before the Maine Public Utility

Commssion, Docket No. 82-137, concerng the application of Central Maine
Power Company to reorganize in the form of a holding company; Filed October 25,
1982.

33. In re: Houston Lighting & Power Company, before the Public Utility Commission

of Texas, Docket No. 4712, concerng rates to be paid to cogenerators and small
power producers; Filed February 28, 1983.

34. In re: Dow Chemical Company, before the Public Utility Commssion of Texas,

Docket Nos. 4802, 5050 and 5062, concerng rates for interrptible service; Filed
September 26, 1983.



35. In re: Nevada Power Company, before the Nevada Public Service Commission,

Docket No. 83-707, concerng the Reid Gardner NO.4 Participation Agreement,
Filed October 11, 1983.

36. Dow Chemical Company vs. Houston Lighting & Power Company, before the
Distrct Cour of Brazoria County, Texas, . 149th Judicial Distrct, No. 79-F-2620,
regarding the custom and usage of contract terms in the electrc utility industr.
Live direct testimony in a jur triaL. No transcript available.

37. In re: The Montana Power Company and the Confederated Salish and Kootenai

Tribes of the Flathead Reservation, Project Nos. 5-004 and 2776-000, concerng
the Tribes' intention and ability to sell its output to one or more entities in the
Western states, if obtaing the license to the Kerr Project; Filed July 15, 1983.

38. In re: the Dow Chemical Company vs. Gulf States Utilities Company, before the
Louisiana Public Service Commssion, Docket No. U-16038, concerng
cogeneration and small power production; Filed October 28, 1984.

39. In re: Petition. of the Dow Chemical. Company, before the Public Utility

Commission of Texas, Docket No. 5651, for an order compelling Houston Lighting
& Power Company to comply with the Commission Order concernng cogeneration
and small power production; Filed December 10, 1984.

40. In re: Oklahoma Gas and Electrc Company, before the Oklahoma Corporation

Commission, Cause No. 29017, concernng priority for recognition of capacity
costs to Qualifying Facilities; Filed January 1985.

41. In re: Kansas City Power & Light Company of Kansas City, Missouri, before the

Missour Public Service Commssion, Case Nos. ER-85-128 and EO-85-185,

regarding rate design and allocation of production-related costs for the Company's
Wolf Creek Generating Station on behalf of the United States Departent of
Energy; Filed May 3, 1985.

42. In re: Kansas City Power and Light Company, before the State Corporation

Commission of the state of Kansas, Docket Nos. 142,099-U and L20,924-U,

concerng operating problems caused by excess capacity, mitigation measures and
regulatory requirements, on behalf of Johnson County Joint Intervenors; Filed May
6, 1985.

43. In re: Duke Power Company, before the Nort Carolina Utilities Commission,

Docket No. E-7, Sub 391, concernng the Company's use of an Extended Cold

Shutdown program to mitigate its excess capacity situation resulting from the
Catawba Units, on behalf of the Departent of Justice for the State of North
Carolina; Filed June 26, 1985.

44. Sierra Pacific Power Company, before the Public Service Commssion of the State

of Nevada, Docket No. 85-430, on behalf of the State of Nevada Attorney General's



Offce of Advocate for Customers of Public Utilities, concerng the effects upon
retail rates of placing Valmy Unit NO.2 in service; Filed August 26, 1985.

45. United States of America Department of Energy, before the Bonnevile Power

Adminstration, on behalf of the City of Vernon, California, concerng the 1985
Proposed Fir Displacement Power Rate; Filed November 8, 1985.

46. In re: City of Anaheim, et al. v. Southern Californa Edison, Docket No. 78-0810,

on behalf of five parial requirements wholesale customers of Southern Californa
Edison Company, makig claims under Federal antitrst laws for access to the
Pacific Northwest-Pacific Southwest Intertie.

47. In the Matter of the Application of Sierra Pacific Power Company for Approval of

its 1986-2006 Electrc Resource Plan, Docket No. 86-701, on behalf of the State of
Nevada Attorney General's Offce of Advocate for Customers of Public Utilities,
concerng efforts of Sierra Pacific Power Company to develop a new
interconnection (the SMU Tie) with the Sacramento Muncipal Utility Distrct;
Filed September 8, 1986.

48. The Federal Executive Agencies, Complainant v. Public Service Company of

Colorado, before the Public Utilities Commssion of the State of Colorado, Case
No. 6551, on behalf of the Federal Executive Agencies concerng the feasibility of
wheeling federal preference power to the Governent's facilities at Rocky Flats, the
Lowry Air Force Base, the Rocky Flats Techncal Center and the Denver Federal
Center; Filed December 15, 1986 and February 10, 1987.

49. Commonwealth Edison Company, before the State of Ilinois, Ilinois Commerce
Commission, Docket Nos. 87-0043, 87-0044 and 87-0057 Consolidated, on behalf
of Intervenor, Citizen's Utility Board of Ilinois, concerng Edison's proposal to
form a generating subsidiary.

50. Nevada Power Company, before the Nevada Public Service Commssion, Docket

No. 87-750, concerning a 345 kV transmission line proposed to connect Nevada
Power Company to Utah Power and Light Company; Filed September 28, 1987,
October 8, 1987 and October 24, 1987.

51. Utah Power & Light Company, PacifiCorp, PC/U&L Merging-Corporation, -FERC

Docket No. EC88-2-000, establishig conditions for the proposed merger; also
challenging PP&L'slU&L's asserton that the claimed coordination benefits would
not be attainable though power pooling or by contract; Filed February 12, 1988.

52. Rosemount Cogeneration Joint Ventue, Biosyn Chemical COrPoration and Oxbow

Power COrPoration vs. Northern States Power Company, before the Minesota
Public Utilities Commssion, Docket No. E-002/GG-88-491, on behalf of
Petitioners, Rosemount Cogeneration Joint Ventue, Biosyn Chemical Corporation
and Oxbow Power Corporation, concerng a contract between Nortern States
Power and Biosyn Chemical Corporation coverig the 50 MW output of a yet-to-



be-constrcted power plant based on the forecast costs of Sherburne County Unit #3
("Sherco Unit 3"); Filed October 24, 1988.

53. In re: Potomac Electrc Power Company, before the Distrct of Columbia Public

Service Commission, Case No. 869, on behalf of the Distrct of Columbia Office of
the People's Counsel, concerng the prudence of off-system purchases; Filed June
6, 1988.

54. In re: Wisconsin Public Power Inc. System, Advance Plan 5, before the Public

Service Commission of the state of Wisconsin, on behalf of the Wisconsin Public
Power System, Inc., concernng transmission planing in the state of Wisconsin;
Filed August 15, 1988.

55. In re: Nevada Power Company, before the Public Service Commission of Nevada,
Docket No. 88-701, on behalf of the Attorney General's Offce of Advocate for
Customers of Public Utilities, concerng NPC's 1988 Resource Plan; Filed August
29,1988.

56. In re: Commonwealth Edison Company, before the Ilinois Commerce
Commission, Docket Nos. 87-0427, 87-0169, 88-0189 and 88-0219, on behalf of
the Citizens Utility Board, concerning rejection of an unfair, Staff-proposed rate
order; Filed September 12, 1988.

57. In re: Dow Chemical Company vs. Houston Lighting & Power Company, before

the Texas Public Utilities Commission, Docket No. 8425, 8431, on behalf of The
Dow Chemical Company, concerng application of Houston Lighting & Power
Company for authority to change rates; Fuel Reconciliation, Revenue Requirements
and Rate Design; Filed March 15, 1989.

58. Dow Chemical Company vs. Houston Lighting & Power Company, before the
Texas Public Utilities Commission, Docket No. 8555, on behalf of The Dow
Chemical Company, concerning rate discrimination, cost to serve and class load
characteristics; Filed August 7, 1989.

59. In re: Sierra Pacific Power Company, before the Public Service Commssion of

Nevada, Docket No. 89-676, on behalf of the Attorney General's Offce of
Advocate for Customers of Public Utilities, concerng Sierra's system planng;
Filed August 18, 1989.

60. In re: Northern Californa Power Agency vs. Pacific Gas and Electrc Company,

before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Docket No. EL89-4-000, on
behalf of the Nortern Californa Power Agency ("NCPA"), concerng the
Interconnection Agreement between Pacific Gas & Electrc Company and NCP A;
Filed October 3, 1989.

61. In re: M-S-R Public Power Agency vs. Tucson Electrc Power Company, before

the United States District Court of Arzona, No. CIV-86-521-TUC-ACM, on behalf
ofM-S-R, concerng TEP's breach of contract.



62. In re: Southern Californa Edison Company and San Diego Gas & Electrc

Company, before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Docket No. EC89-5-
000, on behalf of the City of Vernon, Californa concerng expected effects of the
proposed merger on competition, system operation and transmission access; Filed
Januar 3, 1990 and March 12, 1990.

63. In re: Farmers Electrcal Cooperative COrPoration and City Water & Light Plant of

the City of Jonesboro, Arkansas, v. Arkansas Power & Light Company, No. LR-C-
86-118. Presented deposition testimony on AP &L's liability and assisted in
settlement negotiations of treble damage claims for transmission line foreclosure
made by plaintiffs, City Water and Light Departent of Jonesboro, Arkansas and
the Farers Electrc Cooperative.

64. In re: Southern Californa Edison Company and San Diego Gas & Electrc

Company, before the Californa Public Utilities Commssion, Docket No. 88-12-
035, on behalf of the City of Vernon, Californa concerng expected effects of the
proposed merger on competition, system operation and transmission access; Filed
April 1990.

65. In re: Norteast Utilities Service Company and Public Service Company of New

Hampshie, before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commssion, Docket Nos. EC90-
10-000, ER90-143-000, ER90-144-000, ER90-145-000 and EL90-9-000, on behalf
of Massachusetts Muncipal Wholesale Electrc Company, concerng the effect of
a proposed merger on competition and transmission access; Filed May 25, 1990.

66. Report to the Public Utilities Board of Manitoba concerning 1990 Mantoba Hydro

Capital Projects Review: Generation and Transmission Requirements. Whtfield
Russell Associates was appointed to report to The Public Utilities Board on matters
regarding the economic consequences to the domestic customers of the Manitoba
Hydro capital program; Filed August 28, 1990.

67. In re: Northeast Utilities Service Company, before the Federal Energy Regulatory

Commission, Docket Nos. ER90-373-000, et al., on behalf of the Massachusetts
Municipal Wholesale Electrc Company, evaluating the Preferred Transmission
Service Agreement between MMWEC and Northeast Utilities Service Company,
for the transmission of MMWEC's power purchase from the New York Power
Authority; Filed November 27, 1990.

68. In re: New Hampshie Electrc Cooperative Rate Plan Proposal, before the New
Hampshie Public Utilities Commssion, Docket No. DR90-078, on behalf of the
New Hampshie Electrc Cooperative, concerng contract valuation; Filed
December 11, 1990.

69. Tampa Electrc Company v. Zeigler Coal Company. This was an arbitration held in
August 1991, concerng provisions of a coal contract in which Mr. Russell offered
testimony for Zeigler to the effect that Tampa Electrc was not sufferig a hardship
by measures commonly used in the electrc utility industr.



70. In re: The Long Range Forecast of Ohio Power Company, before the Ohio Public

Utilities Commission, Docket No. 90-660-EL-FOR (Phase II). Mr. Russell
presented and defended testimony on behalf of Ormet Aluminum Corporation
concerng Ormet's right to allowances to emit sulfur dioxide from the Kammer
Power Plant of Ohio Power Company under the Clean Air Act Amendments of
1990 and the propriety of Ohio Power's Compliance Plan; Filed July 17, 1991.

71. In re: Application of Tex-La Electrc Cooperative to Increase Rates. Mr. Russell

presented testimony in 1991, demonstrating that Tex-La was prudent in selling its
entitlement in a nuclear plant and in settling its 1988 claims against Texas Utilities
concerng Texas Utilities' frud and imprudence in the constrction of the

Comanche Peak Nuclear Plant; Filed June 1991.

72. In re: Southern Californa Edison Company, before the Federal Energy Regulatory

Commission, Docket No. ER88-83, on behalf of the City of Vernon, Californa
concerng expected effects of Edison's admnistration of its transmission network
on competition, system operation and transmission access; Filed June 1991.

73. In the Matter of the Application of the Public Service Company of New Mexico for
Approval to Constrct, Own, Operate and Maintain the Ojo Line Extension and for
Related Approvals before the New Mexico Public Service Commssion, Case No.
2382, on behalf of the United States Departent of Energy, concerng
transmission line construction programs of the Public Service Company of New
Mexico; Filed November 8, 1991.

74. In re: Wisconsin Public Power Inc. System et al., Advance Plan 6, before the

Public Service Commission of the state of Wisconsin, Docket No. 05-EP-6,

concerning Eastern Wisconsin Utility Joint Transmission System and Interface
Study; Filed December 31,1991.

75. In re: MidAtlantic Energy v. Monongahela Power Company and the Potomac

Edison Company, before the Public Service Commssion of West Virgina, Case
No. 89-783-E-C, on behalf of MidAtlantic Energy, concerng need for capacity
and the appropriate avoided cost; Filed January 6, 1992, June 8, 1992 and February
13, 1992..

76. In re: Norteast Utilities Service Company, before the Federal Energy Regulatory

Commission, Docket No. EL91-36-000, on behalf of the Massachusetts Muncipal
Wholesale Electrc Company evaluating the tie-line adjustment charge borne by
MMWEC that arose under a Transmission Service Agreement between New
England Power Company and Norteast Utilities; Filed May 1, 1992 and August
24,1992.

77. In re: Application of Houston Lighting & Power Company for a Certificate of

Convenience and Necessity for the DuPont Project, before the Public Utility
Commission of Texas, Docket No. 11000, on behalf of Destec Energy, Inc; Filed
September 28, 1992, June 24, 1993 and June 29, 1993.



78. In re: Investigation on the Commssion's Own Motion into Barrers to Contracts

Between Electrc Utilities and Nonutility Cogenerators and Certain Related Policy
Issues, before the Public Service Commission of the state of Wisconsin, Docket No.
05-EI-112, on behalf of JOINT PARTIES: DESTEC Energy, Inc., EnerTran
Technology Company, LS Power Corporation, The AES Corporation, LG&E
Development Corporation, National Independent Energy Producers, and Citizens'
Utility Board, concerng appropriate QF contract provision; Filed November 23,

1992.

79. In re: Application of Cap Rock Electrc Cooperative, Inc. for a Certificate of

Convenience and Necessity, before the Public Utility Commssion of Texas, Docket
No. 11248, on behalf of Cap Rock Electrc Cooperative, Inc., concerng its
proposed transmission system improvements; Filed December 30, 1992.

80. In re: Application of Texas Utilities for Authority to Change Rates, before the

Public Utility Commssion of Texas, Docket No. 11735, on behalf of Cap Rock
Electrc Cooperative, Inc., concerng standby rates, wholesale rate contracts and
terms and conditions of the Power Sales Agreement, Filed May 18, 1993.

81. In re: Determation of Houston Lighting & Power Company's Standard Avoided

Cost Calculation for the Purchase of Firm Energy and Capacity from Qualifying
Facilities Pursuant to P.u.c. Subst.. R. 23.66(H)(3), before the Public Utility
Commission of Texas, Docket No. 10832, on behalf of Destec Energy, Inc; Filed
August 11, 1993.

82. In re: Complaint of Phibro Refinig, Inc. v. HL&P, Docket No. 11989, before the

Public Utility Commission of Texas, on behalf of Phibro Energy, USA, Inc.,
concerning electrc service contracts and terms and conditions of HL&P's industral
rate schedule; Filed August 3, 1993.

83. In re: Application of Texas Utilities Electrc Company for Authority to Implement

Economic Development Service, General Service Competitive Pricing, Wholesale
Power Competitive Pricing, and Environmental Technology Service, Docket No.
13100, before the Public Utility Commssion of Texas, on behalf of Raybur
Countr Electrc Cooperative, Inc., concernng TU Electrcls so-called "competitive
rates."; Filed August 8, 1994

84. In re: Complaint ofKennethD. Wiliams v. HL&P, Docket No. 12065, on behalf

of Destec before the Public Utility Commission of Texas; Filed January 10, 1995.

85. In re: Rebuttl testimony in a Complaint of Tex-La v. TUEC, Docket No. 12362,

on behalf of Raybur County Electrc Coop. before the Public Utilities Commssion
of Texas; Filed March 6, 1995.

86. In re: Application for Authorization and Approval of Merger Between Wisconsin

Electrc Power Company, Nortern States Power Company (Minesota), Northern
States Power Company (Wisconsin), and Cenergy, Inc., in Docket No. EC-95-16-



000, before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (on behalf of Certain
Intervenors, including Madison Gas & Electrc Company, Wisconsin Public Service
Corporation, Minesota Power & Light Company, Otter Tail Power Company and
the Lincoln Electrc System), in Docket Nos. 6630-UM-I00 and 4220-UM-101,
before the Wisconsin Public Service Commssion and Docket No. 6-2500-10601-2
before the Minesota Office of Adminstrative Heargs for the Minesota Public
Utilities Commission (both on behalf of Madison Gas & Electrc, Wisconsin
Industrial Energy Group, Wisconsin Federation of Cooperatives and the Citizen's
Utility Board), concerng the effect upon transmission access of the merger of NSP
and WEPCO into Primergy; Filed May 10, 1996.

87. In re: Merger of The Washigton Water Power Company and Sierra Pacific Power
Company, Docket Nos. EC94-23-000 and ER95-808-000, before the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commssion, on behalf of Truckee Donner Public Utility
Distrct, concerng ancilar services and single sysem transmission rates; Filed

May 22, 1996.

88. In re: Alberta Electrc Utilities 1996 Tariff Application before the Alberta Energy

And Utilities Board, on behalf of the Industral Power Consumers Association of
Alberta concerng calculation of charges for ancilary services; Filed June 3, 1996.

89. In re: Surebuttal Testimony in Docket Nos. EC95-16-000, ER95-1357-000 and

ER95-1358-000, on behalf of Madison Gas & Electrc Company, Citizens Utility
Board and Wisconsin Electrc Cooperative Association; Filed June 10, 1996.

90. In re: City Public Service Board of San Antonio Filing in Compliance with Subst.

Rule 23.67, Docket No. 15613, before the Public Utility Commission of Texas, on
behalf of Certain Power Marketers and Independent Power Producers, Destec
Power Services and Enron Power Marketing, concernng Ancilary Services under

the state-wide rate in Texas; Filed September 5, 1996.

91. In re: City of Austin Filing in Compliance with Subst. Rule 23.67, Docket No.

15645, before the Public Utility Commission of Texas, on behalf of Certain Power
Marketers and Independent Power Producers, Destec Power Services and Enron
Power Marketing, concerng Ancilary Services under the state-wide rate in Texas;
Filed September 5, 1996.

92. In re: Central Power and Light and West Texas Utilities Filing in Compliance with

Subst. Rule 23.67, Docket No. 15643, before the Public Utility Commission of
Texas, on behalf of Certain Power Marketers and Independent Power Producers,
Destec Power Services and Enron Power Marketing, concerng Ancilar Services

under the state-wide rate in Texas; Filed September 5, 1996.

93. In re: Texas Utilities Electrc Company, Filing in Compliance with Subst. Rule

23.67, Docket No. 15638, before the Public Utility Commission of Texas, on behalf
of Certin Power Marketers and Independent Power Producers, Destec Power

Services and Enron Power Marketing, concernng Ancilary Services under the
state-wide rate in Texas; Filed September 18, 1996.



94. In re: Docket No. 15840, Regional Transmission Proceeding to Establish Postage 

Stamp Rate and Statewide Load Flow Pursuant to P.U.C. Subst. Rule. 23.67 on
behalf of Certain Power Marketers and Independent Power Producers, Destec

Power Services and Enron Power Marketing, concernng Ancilary Services under
the state-wide rate in Texas; Filed August 30, 1996.

95. In re: Application of Wisconsin Energy COrPoration, Wisconsin Electrc Power

Company, Nortern, States Power Company, and Northern States Power Company-
Wisconsin for Approval of a Series of Transactions by Which Nortern States
Power Company-Wisconsin is merged into Wisconsin Electrc Power Company,
Nortern States Power Company becomes a Subsidiar of Wisconsin. Energy
COrPoration, and Wisconsin Energy COrPoration is Renamed Priergy COrPoration:
Direct Testimony, Rebuttal Testimony and Surrebuttl Testiony on behalf of The

Wisconsin Industrial Energy Group ("WIEG"), The Citizens' Utility Board
("CUB"), The Wisconsin Federation of Cooperatives ("WFC") and Madison Gas
and Electric ("MG&E") in Docket Nos. 6630-UM-100 and 4220-UM-101 before
the Public Service Commssion of Wisconsin. The purose of the direct testimony
was to address Certain Intervenors' Transmission System Control Agreement and
ISO Bylaws; October 8, 1996. The purose of the rebuttl testimony was to address

Applicants' Unilateral Settlement Offer which was submitted to FERCin their
FERC merger proceeding; October 24, 1996. The purose of the surebuttal

testimony was to address two sets of Rebuttal testimony of Jose Delgado and the
Rebuttal Testimonies of Malcolm Bertsch of the Applicants and Don Carlson of
Minesota Power and Light; Filed November 5, 1996.

95a. In re: In the Matter of Nortern States Power Company's Petition for Approval to
Merge with Wisconsin Energy COrPoration; OAH Docket No. 6-2500-10601-2:
Direct Testimony and Exhbits and Rebuttal Testimony and Exhbits on behalf of
Madison Gas and Electrc ("MG&E"), The Wisconsin Federation of Cooperatives
("WFC"), and The Citizens' Utility Board ("CUB") in Docket No. E,G-002 and
P A-95-500 before the Minnesota Office of Admstrative Hearigs for the

Minesota Public Utilities Commssion. The purose of the direct testimony is to
remedy a Wisconsin Energy Corporation merger, in order to prevent anti-
competitive effects with an Independent System Operation which actually operates
the transmission system and which is trly independent of the proposed Priergy;
October 21, 1996. The purose of the rebuttal testimony is to address the direct
testimony of Dr. Eilon Amt of Minesota Departent of Public Service and Dan
Carlson of Minesota Power and Light; Filed November 8, 1996.

95b. In re: Joint Application of WPL Holdings, Inc. and Wisconsin Power & Light

Company for all Requisite Approvals in Connection with a Series of Related
Transactions by which Interstate Power Company Becomes a Subsidiar of WPL
Holdings, Inc., IES Industres, Inc. is Merged into WPL Holdings, Inc; and is
Renamed Interstate Power COrPoration and for Certain Related Transactions and
Matters: Direct Testimony and two Surebuttal Testimonies on behalf of Badger

Cooperative Group ("BCG"), The Citizens' Utility Board ("CUB"), Madison Gas
and Electrc ("MG&E"), The Wisconsin Federation of Cooperatives ("WFC"),



Wisconsin Industral Energy Group ("WIEG") and Municipal Wholesale Power
Group ("MWPG") in Docket No. 6680-UM-I00 before the Public Service
Commission of Wisconsin. The purpose of the direct testimony was to discuss the
characteristics of an appropriate ISO and present the ISO recommended by Certain
Intervenors; May 7, 1997. The purpose of surrebuttal testimony #1 was to answer
the rebuttal testimony ofWP&L's witness Rodney Frame, Arold Kehrli and Scott
Wallace; May 30, 1997. The purpose of surrebuttal testimony #2 was to address the
rebuttal testimony ofWP&L's witness Arold Kehrli; Filed May 30, 1997.

96. In re: Houston Lighting & Power Company Filing in Compliance with Subst. Rule

23.67, Docket No. 15639, before the Public Utility Commssion of Texas, on behalf
of Certain Power Marketers and Independent Power Producers, Destec Power
Services and Enron Power Marketing, concernng Ancilar Services under the
state-wide rate in Texas; Filed September 30, 1996.

97. In re: IES Utilities, Inc., Interstate Power Company, Wisconsin Power & Light
Company, South Beloit Water, Gas & Electrc Company, Hearland Energy
Services, and Industral Energy Applications, Inc., Docket Nos. EC96-13-000,
ER96-1236-000, and ER96-2560-000, before the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, on behalf of Wisconsin Intervenors ("WI"). Mr. Russell
simultaneously filed 2 sets of testimony; the first, sponsored by the intervenors
listed above as well as by Wisconsin Public Service Corporation ("pub Service"),
and Dairland Power Cooperative. ("Dairland") analyzed engineerig and
operating problems created by the merger ofWP&L, IPW and IES. The second set
of testimony discusses how the IEC Independent System Operator ("ISO") fails in
general to meet the rigorous and comprehensive ISO standards promulgated by the
Wisconsin Public Service Commssion (WPSC). Both sets of testimony
(Engineerig and ISO) were fied before the Federal Energy Commission; Filed
March 27, 1997.

98. In re: Joint Application of WPL Holdings, Inc. and Wisconsin Power & Light

Company for all Requisite Approvals in. Connection with a Series of Related
Transactions by wlich Interstate Power Company Becomes a Subsidiary of WPL
Holdings, Inc., IES Industres, Inc. is Merged into WPL Holdings, Inc. and is
Renamed Interstate Power COrPoration and for Certain Related Transactions and
Matters, in Docket No. 6680-UM-100, before the Public Service Commission of
Wisconsin; Filed May 7, 1997.

99. In re: City of College Station, FERC Docket No. TX 96-2-000, concenig

transmission rates; Filed November 7, 1997.

100. In re: Application for Approval of Restrctug Plan Under Section 2806 of the

Public Utility Code, in Docket No. R-00973981 on behalf of Mid-Atlantic Power
Supply Association, before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission; Filed
November 7,1997.

101. In re: Application for Approval of Restrctug Plan Under Section 2806 of the

Public Utility Code, in Docket No. R-00974104 on behalf of Mid-Atlantic Power



Supply Association, before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission; Filed
November 7, 1997.

102. In re: New England Power Company, FERC Docket No. OA96-74-000, concerng

proposed formula rates for Tariffs NO.9 and 4, on behalf of the Massachusetts
Municipals; Filed December 12, 1997.

103. In re: Sierra Pacific Power Company before the Federal Energy Regulatory

Commission in Docket Nos. ER97-3593-000, ER97-3779-000, ER97-4462:.000 on
behalf of Truckee Donner Public Utility Distrct, addressing lack of comparable
access to transmission systems; Filed February 23, 1998.

104. In re: Application for Approval of Restrctug Plan Under Section 2806 of the

Public Utility Code, on behalf of Newmont Gold Company and Barrck Goldstre

Mines, in Docket Nos. 97-11018 and 97-11028, before the Public Service
Commission of Nevada; Filed February 1, 1998.

105. In re: Southern California Edison Company before the Federal Energy Regulatory

Commssion in Docket No. ER97-2355-000 on behalf of Deparent of Water

Resources of the State of Californa, regarding lower pricing for off-peak

transmission services; Filed April 1998.

106. In re: Response to Procedural Order Number Three Load Pockets, on behalf of

Newmont Gold Company and Barrck Goldstre Mines, Docket Number 97-8001,
before the Public Utilities Commission of Nevada; Filed May 15, 1998.

107. In re: Supplemental Testimony in an Application for Approval of Restrctung

Plan Under Section 2806 of the Public Utility Code, on behalf of Newmont Gold
Company and Barck Goldstre Mines, Docket Numbers 97-11018 and 97-11028,

before the Public Utilities Commssion of Nevada, Filed May 22, 1998.

108. In re: Southern Californa Edison Company, on behalf of The Department of Water
Resources of The State of California, Docket No. ER97-2355, before FERC in
reference to Transmission Revenue Balancing Account Adjustment ("TRBAA");
Filed November 16, 1998. .

109. In re: Ormet Primarv Alumnum COrPoration, on behalf of Ormet Primary

Aluminum Corporation, Arbitration Number 55-199-0051-94, before the American
Arbitration Association, concernng the relationship between AEP and other power
systems withn NERC and ECAR; Filed July 14 1998.

110. In re: Rebuttal Testimony in response to Mr., Walter R. Kelley and Mr. Thomas

Kennedy, on behalf of Ormet Priary Alumum Corporation, Arbitration Number
55-199-0051-94, before the American Arbitration Association; Filed September 2,
1998.

111. In re: Application No. RE95081 - TransAlta Utilities CorP., on behalf of Albchem

Industres Ltd., CXY Chemicals and Dow Chemicals Canada Ltd., before the



Alberta Energy & Utilities Board addressing ACD's interest il providing
interrptible service; Filed October 1998.

112. In re: Tri-State Generation and Transmission Assoc., Inc., in Arbitration No. 77 Y

181 0023097 before the American Arbitration Association; Filed September 14,
1998.

113. In re: Joint Application for Approval of Merger, Docket No. 98-7023 on behalf of

The Staff of the Public Utilities Commission, before the Public Utilities
Commission of Nevada; Filed November 9, 1998.

114. In re: Independent System Admnistrator, Docket No. 97-8001 on behalf of The

Staff of the Public Utilities Commssion, before the Public Utilities Commssion of
Nevada; Filed December 11, 1998.

115. In re: Petition for Order Concerng Delineation of Transmission and Local

Distrbution Facilities, Docket No. 98-0894 on behalf of The City of Chicago,
before the Ilinois Commission in reference to re-fuctionalization; Filed April 2,
1999.

116. In re: Consolidated Edison Company, Docket No. EL99-58-000 on behalf of The

Village of Freeport, New York, before FERC in reference to remedies for the
breach of contract to provide firm service on a non-discriatory basis; Filed July

22, 1999, August 3, 1999, August 18, 1999 and September 9, 1999.

117. In re: Wisconsin Public Power, Inc. Docket No. 05-EI-119 on behalf of Wisconsin
Transmission Customer Group (WTCG"), before the Public Service Commission of
Wisconsin to address the concerns of muncipally-owned utilities within Wisconsin;
Filed March 6, 2000.

118. In re: Joint Application of Utilicorp United Inc. & St. Joseph Light & Power Co.,

Docket No. EM-2000-292 on behalf of Sprigfield (MO) City Utilities before the
PSC of the State of Missour to address why the merger between the two is

detrental to the public interest; Filed May 1,2000.

119. In re: Utilicorp United Inc, and Empire Distrct Electrc Co. Docket No. EM-2000-

369 on behalf of Sprigfield (MO) City Utilities before the Public Service
Commission of the State of Missour to explain why the merger between the two is
detrental to the public interest; Filed June 19,2000.

119A. In re: Mobil Oil COrPoration vs. Southern Californa Edison, Oral Testimony in a
jur tral before the Superior Cour of the State of Californa for the County of

Los Angeles in Docket No. BC 175784, on behalf of Mobil Oil Corporation. The
purose of the testimony was to explain how Southern Californa Edison's actions
contrbuted to substantial damage to equipment at Mobil's Torrance, Californa
refinery durg the cascading blackout on August 10, 1996; Testimony on July 17,

2000.




